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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTESTING TENTATIVE RULINGS IN DEPT. 34 
 
The tentative ruling will become the Court's ruling unless by 4:00 p.m. of the court day preceding the 
hearing, counsel or self-represented parties call the department rendering the decision to request 
argument and to specify what issues are to be argued. Calling counsel or self-represented parties 
requesting argument must advise all other affected counsel and self-represented parties by no later 
than 4:00 p.m. of his or her decision to appear and of the issues to be argued. Failure to timely advise 
the Court and counsel or self-represented parties will preclude any party from arguing the matter. 
(Local Rule 3.43(2) revised effective 1/1/15) Note: In order to minimize the risk of miscommunication, 
Dept. 34 prefers and encourages fax or email notification to the department of the request to argue 
and specification of issues to be argued – with a strong preference for email notification.  Dept. 
34’s Fax Number is: 925-957-5912.  Dept. 34’s email address is: dept34@contracosta.courts.ca.gov.  
Warning: this email address is not be used for any communication with the department except as 
expressly and specifically authorized by the court.  Any emails received in contravention of this order 
will be disregarded by the court and may subject the offending party to sanctions. 
 
Courtesy Copies at the Hearing and CourtCall Appearances 
If, in compliance with the Local Rules, argument is requested to contest a tentative ruling, parties are 
to appear personally in court and have ready to present to the court courtesy copies of any papers 
they intend to refer to during the hearing. Parties may appear via CourtCall on contested matters but 
on a “listen-only” basis unless otherwise specifically approved by the court in advance of the hearing. 

Submission of Orders After Hearing in Department 34 Cases 
The prevailing party must prepare an order after hearing in accordance with the requirements of CRC 
3.1312. If the tentative ruling becomes the court’s ruling, a copy of the court’s tentative ruling must 
be attached to the proposed order when submitted to the court for issuance of the order. 

 
 1.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC09-01787 
CASE NAME: CCF HOLDINGS VS CLASSICO FOODS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR RECOVER ATTY'S FEES PURS TO CCP 1717 
FILED BY DUMAINE INVESTMENTS, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Counsel possessing first-hand knowledge of the case and the billings to appear in court.  

  
  
 2.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC12-02000 
CASE NAME: HOSPODKA VS. J. ROCKCLIFF, INC 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 
SUMM ADJUDICATION FILED BY ZETROC, INC., PEGGY CORTEZ, J. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The Court continues this motion to June 10, 2016, at 9:00 a.m. 
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 3.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC13-02080 
CASE NAME: H.W. VS. MT DIABLO UNIFIED SCH 
HEARING ON MINOR'S COMPROMISE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Trial counsel and guardian ad litem to appear in court.  Counsel to voir dire guardian as to 
all material terms of the settlement.  

  
 4.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC13-02689 
CASE NAME: NEWELL VS. BAYVIEW LOAN SERVIC 
HEARING ON OSC WHY $350.00 SANCTIONS SHOULD NOT BE IMPOSED ( AS 
TO DEFENDANTS' COUNSEL FOR FTA 5/16/16) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued to June 24, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. Defense counsel to appear; provided, however, 
that if he files a declaration with the court on or before June 15, 2016 addressing the failure 
to appear, the court will discharge the OSC and no appearance will be necessary if the 
declaration provides a satisfactory explanation.  A courtesy copy of the declaration is to be 
delivered to Dept. 34 on or before June 15. 
  
 5.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC13-02689 
CASE NAME: NEWELL VS. BAYVIEW LOAN SERVIC 
HEARING ON MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUSGMENT, OR IN THE ALT, SUMMARY 
ADJUDICATION FILED BY BAYVIEW LOAN SERVICING, LLC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 
Continued to October 7, 2016 at 9 a.m. per Order of this court signed May 25, 2016. 

  
 6.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC13-02689 
CASE NAME: NEWELL VS. BAYVIEW LOAN SERVIC 
HEARING ON OSC RE: WHY A DISCOVERY REFEREE SHOULD NOT BE 
APPOINTED TO RESOLVE DISCOVERY DISPUTES IN THIS ACTION 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 
Vacated per Order of this court signed May 25, 2016. 
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 7.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-00999 
CASE NAME: HEYDEN VS JACKSON 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR AMEND JUDGMENT FILED BY TAMBRI HEYDEN AND 
DAVID MONTALBO 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 There appearing to be no opposition on file, the motion is granted.  

  
 8.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-00999 
CASE NAME: HEYDEN VS JACKSON 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR APPLICATION FOR ORDER APPOINTING ELISOR, 
OR FOR OSC FILED BY TAMBRI HEYDEN AND DAVID MONTALBO 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
There appearing to be no opposition on file, the application is granted appointing the Clerk 
of the Court or the Clerk’s Designee as elisor. Prevailing parties to prepare the necessary 
order and submit it to the court for review. It may be modeled on the San Diego Superior 
Court rule cited in the moving parties’ application.  

  
 9.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01790 
CASE NAME: PETER CONEY VS. KELLY DOSSA 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 1st Amended CROSS COMPLAINT of DOSSA 
FILED BY PETER CONEY, ANN CONEY 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued by the court to June 17, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. 

  
10.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01979 
CASE NAME: LODGEPOLE VS KATS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR SANCTIONS PURSUANT TO CCP 128.5 FILED 
BY LODGEPOLE INVESTMENTS, LLC, LODGEPOLE FUND NO. 1, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
  Plaintiffs’ Motion to Strike the Cross-Complaint and for an award of attorney’s fees 
pursuant to CCP § 128.7 is GRANTED to the extent described below.  The court imposes the 
following sanctions under CCP § 128.7:  (1) The cross-complaint shall be and hereby is 
stricken.  Leave to amend is DENIED except pursuant to a motion under CCP § 473, as 
described below.  Defendants have not demonstrated how they could successfully amend 
the cross-complaint to allege a theory of equitable indemnity based upon their theory that 
Margaret Taylor as plaintiffs’ manager was the agent of plaintiffs’ members.  McMartin v. 
Children’s Institute International (1989) 212 Cal.App.3d 1393, 1408; (2) Cypress LLP and 
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attorney Nabil L. Abu-Assal are jointly and severally ordered to pay $750 to the court and 
$7,500 to plaintiffs.  The court finds that these amounts are necessary to deter repetition of 
this conduct and that the latter figure represents a portion of the reasonable attorney’s fees 
incurred by plaintiffs in filing this motion.  The attorney’s fees awarded do not include any 
amounts related to plaintiffs’ unsuccessful application for a TRO to prevent service of the 
cross-complaint.  All sums must be paid to the appropriate parties on or before July 1, 2017.  
If defendants file an appeal or a writ regarding this order, any time between the filing of 
that proceeding and the Court of Appeal’s decision on it extends the deadline by a 
corresponding number of days.  In view of this ruling, the court does not find it necessary to 
rule on whether the motion should also be granted under CCP § 128.5.  The basis for this 
order is as follows.   

 By filing a pleading an attorney is certifying that “all of the following conditions are 
met:  (1) It is not being presented primarily for an improper purpose, such as to harass or 
to cause unnecessary delay or needless increase in the cost of litigation.  (2) The claims, 
defenses, and other legal contentions therein are warranted by existing law or by a 
nonfrivolous argument for the extension, modification, or reversal of existing law or the 
establishment of new law.  (3) The allegations and other factual contentions have 
evidentiary support or, if specifically so identified, are likely to have evidentiary support 
after a reasonable opportunity for further investigation or discovery. (4) The denials of 
factual contentions are warranted on the evidence or, if specifically so identified, are 
reasonably based on a lack of information or belief.”  CCP § 128.7 (b). 
 
 If the court “determines that subdivision (b) has been violated [in other words that 
at least one of the conditions has not been met], the court may, subject to the conditions 
stated below, impose an appropriate sanction upon the attorneys, law firms, or parties that 
have violated subdivision (b) or are responsible for the violation. In determining what 
sanctions, if any, should be ordered, the court shall consider whether a party seeking 
sanctions has exercised due diligence.”  CCP § 128.7 (c). 
 
 To obtain sanctions, the moving party must show that “the party’s conduct in 
asserting the claim was objectively unreasonable.”  Peake v. Underwood (2014) 227 
Cal.App.4th 428, 440.  A claim is objectively unreasonable if “any reasonable attorney would 
agree that [it] is totally and completely without merit.”  Ibid. 
 

The court rejects defendants’ argument that plaintiffs lack standing to bring this 
motion.  Defendants cite no authority in support of this position.  The statute does not 
impose any explicit requirement that the party bringing the motion establish the challenged 
pleading was asserted directly against that party.  Where that is a requirement, the 
Legislature knows how to say so.  See CCP § 430.10 (“The party against whom a . . . cross-
complaint has been filed may object, by demurrer . . .”)  Although a requirement of some 
impact on the moving party may be implicit, any such requirement is met here because the 
court finds that one purpose of the cross-complaint was to embarrass and harass plaintiffs 
by disclosing to plaintiffs’ members, under the cloak of Civil Code section 47, embarrassing 
practices and activities of Margaret Taylor about which plaintiffs’ members may not 
otherwise have known.  The cross-complaint contains a number of allegations that would 
not appear in the typical three-page cross-complaint for equitable indemnity and are not 
essential to alleging the cause of action.  See CCP § 425.10 (a)(1) (facts constituting cause 
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of action to be stated in “concise language”); 436 (a) (“irrelevant . . . matter” may be 
stricken).  Also, plaintiffs can have been harassed by the cross-complaint even if plaintiffs’ 
members have not yet taken any adverse action against plaintiffs other than, perhaps, to 
demand indemnity and defense of the cross-complaint.  See CCP § 128.7 (b)(1).  As 
defendants freely admit, plaintiffs may have no other remedy, not having standing to demur 
or to file a normal motion to strike under CCP § 435.  (Opp. at 1:6-11.)   
 
          Further, another indication that any standing requirement is minimal or non-existent 
if other grounds exist for granting the motion is that the court is entitled to impose 
sanctions on its own motion.  CCP § 128.7 (c)(2).   
 
 The court finds that plaintiffs have been diligent in seeking relief.  CCP § 128.7 (c).  
They filed this motion promptly after learning of the filing of the cross-complaint. 
 
 The court finds that defendants have failed to meet at least one of the conditions 
specified in CCP § 128.7 (b).  The court finds that the legal contentions in the cross-
complaint are not warranted by existing law or by a nonfrivolous argument for an extension 
of the law, that the allegations that there is a basis on which to require equitable indemnity 
from plaintiffs’ members do not have evidentiary support and are not likely to have 
evidentiary support, and that the assertion of the claims in the cross-complaint is 
objectively unreasonable and goes beyond permissible zealous advocacy. 
 

In the discussion that follows, the court will use the term “shareholder” 
interchangeably with the term “member” because the Legislature has stated that the 
liabilities of each are analogous.  Corp. C. § 17703.04 (b).   

 
The filing of the cross-complaint was not objectively reasonable.  This is evident on a 

number of grounds, including that defendants have not cited a single case in which an 
alleged tortfeasor was permitted, or even attempted, to obtain equitable indemnity from the 
shareholders of the very entity that the tortfeasor is alleged to have harmed.  “Contentions 
[not] supported . . . by citation of authority are deemed to be without foundation . . . 
.”  Anastos v. Lee (2004) 118 Cal.App.4th 1314, 1318.   
 

That defendants have been unable to cite such a case is not surprising.  Defendants’ 
cross-complaint confuses matters raised by defense and those that constitute claims for 
affirmative relief.  It also undermines the very concept of limited liability, which is a primary 
purpose of entity formation. 
 

An entity could never be held liable to pay back all or a portion of the very money it 
was awarded on the theory that it caused a portion of the losses.  If such a defense applied, 
the entity would never have been awarded that portion of the losses in the first place.  
Those damages would not have been recoverable because of a defense based on causation 
or comparative fault.  Stated another way, plaintiffs may recover here only if defendants 
have been unjustly enriched.  If Barsky gave defendants money solely to reimburse 
defendants for loans they made to plaintiffs, then defendants have not been unjustly 
enriched and will never be ordered to pay plaintiffs anything.  Thus, they will make no 
payment for which they can seek indemnity from anyone.   

 
Shareholders or members cannot be held liable to pay back such sums under the 
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facts alleged here either.  Defined generally, indemnity is the obligation of one person to 
make good a loss or damage incurred by another.  Regional Steel Corp. v. Superior Court 
(1994) 25 Cal.App.4th 525, 528.  “The doctrine of comparative equitable indemnity is 
available to apportion liability among wrongdoers based on their relative culpability provided 
only that the actions of the parties combined to create an indivisible injury to the plaintiff.”  
Willdan v. Sialic Contractors Corp. (2007) 158 Cal.App.4th 47, 56.  It is well settled that a 
cause of action for implied indemnity does not accrue or come into existence until the 
indemnitee has suffered actual loss through payment.  E. L. White, Inc. v. Huntington Beach 
(1978) 21 Cal.3d 497, 506.  Equitable indemnity is not permitted if it is against public 
policy.  Musser v. Provencher (2002) 28 Cal.4th 274, 280.    

 
Defendants advance two primary arguments for holding plaintiffs’ members liable for 

equitable indemnity:  (1) that the members were aware Barsky had taken the money 
because Taylor was aware he had taken the money; and (2) that they were aware of the 
bankruptcy settlement and thus that this suit should never have been brought.  (Opp. at 
6:22-7:3.) 

 
Both theories are objectively unreasonable.   
 
The first theory is objectively unreasonable for at least two reasons.   
 
 First: the cross-complaint does not allege a factual basis to conclude that the 

members were Margaret Taylor’s principal.  As manager, her principal was the LLC, not its 
individual members.  See Corp. C. § 17703.01 (b)(2) (“Every manager is an agent of the 
limited liability company . . .”)  On defendants’ theory, for example, every shareholder of 
Apple would be subject to a cross-complaint for indemnity if Apple sued another company 
for patent infringement because Apple’s officers somehow contributed to or could have 
avoided the infringement and the alleged infringer has filed a cross-complaint containing a 
bare allegation that the shareholders were the agents of Apple’s officers.   Limited liability 
cannot be lost so easily.  See United States Liab. Ins. Co. v. Haidinger-Hayes, Inc. (1970) 1 
Cal.3d 586, 595. 

 
 Second: even if the cross-complaint alleged some basis to conclude that 

Taylor’s knowledge of Barsky’s activities was imputed to the members, it fails to allege any 
factual basis to impose a duty on the members to act on any such imputed knowledge.  A 
member participates in tortious conduct (Corp. C. § 17703.04 (c)) only if he actively 
participates in it.  See Haidinger, supra; see also People v. Pacific Landmark, LLC (2005) 
129 Cal.App.4th 1203, 1215.  Active participation requires more than vicarious liability.   
Michaelis v. Benavides (1998) 61 Cal.App.4th 681, 685-687.  Mere knowledge has no legal 
significance in the absence of a duty to act on that knowledge.  The very case that 
defendants cite, Pacific Landmark, supra, 129 Cal.App.4th at 1217, implicitly acknowledges 
this when it said the corporate officer there had liability because he had both the 
“knowledge and responsibility” to prevent the tort.  Defendants have not cited any authority 
holding that shareholders or members have a duty to revolt against management for the 
protection of third parties based upon mere imputed knowledge of questionable dealings. 
 

Defendants’ second theory is objectively unreasonable because it is based on an 
assumption that the court’s original ruling in this case overruling defendants’ demurrer was 
erroneous.  Defendants obviously continue to adhere to the belief that this suit was barred 
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by the settlement in the bankruptcy action.  Plaintiffs did not know or concede this on the 
demurrer, and the court did not agree the case was barred as a matter of law based on the 
facts alleged in the complaint.  Yet defendants now assert that the members, who are 
passive investors and know even less than plaintiffs, should have known from the outset 
that the suit is improper.  Thus, defendants seek to hold the members liable for a “wrong” – 
bringing this suit – that was not known to be a wrong when it occurred.  

 
The remedy for a bad suit is not a cross-complaint in that very suit to establish the 

suit is bad.  (That is what presenting a defense is about.)  It is not a tit-for-tat lawsuit – 
“You sued me so I will sue you back.”  The remedy is a cost judgment for the defendant or a 
suit for malicious prosecution.   

 
Not only are defendants’ legal contentions unwarranted under current law or any 

plausible extension of it, defendants’ factual contentions have no evidentiary support or 
likely evidentiary support.  Plaintiffs have submitted evidence that the members were 
passive investors, not involved in the day-to-day management of plaintiffs’ affairs.  This is 
also the scenario assumed by the laws pertaining to corporations and limited liability 
companies.   See Corp. C. § 300 (a), 17703.01(b)(1), 17703.04.  Defendants have not 
suggested they have any proof to the contrary or any basis to show direct participation in 
wrongdoing by the members as opposed to mere vicarious liability based on imputed 
knowledge. 

 
The court’s ruling that leave to amend is denied does not preclude defendants from 

filing a motion for leave to amend pursuant to CCP § 473 if defendants in good faith can 
allege a theory to seek equitable indemnity from some specific member on some theory 
based upon active participation by that member in tortious conduct.  The court has defined 
above what it does and does not consider to be active participation.   
 
Rulings on Defendants’ Evidentiary Objections: 
 
Objections to Taylor Decl. 
 
 1 – Overruled. 
 2 – Overruled. 
 3 – Sustained as to “because none of the investors want anyone to know what 
investments they choose to make.” 
 4 – Overruled. 
 5 – Sustained. 
 6 – Overruled. 
 7 – Overruled as to the first sentence; sustained as to the second.     
 8 – Sustained. 
 9 – Sustained as to “because they did not want to be involved in litigation with 
Barsky (lacks foundation); overruled as to the rest. 
 10 – Sustained as to the last two sentences and “due to Barsky’s breach of his 
fiduciary duties and duties of confidentiality owed to the investors by law and under the 
Settlement Agreement” in the first sentence; overruled as to the rest.  
 
Objections to Bowles Decl. 
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 1 – Overruled. 
 2 – Overruled. 
 3 – Sustained. 
 4 – Overruled. 
 

  
11.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC14-01979 
CASE NAME: LODGEPOLE VS KATS 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR SANCTIONS PURS TO CCP 
128(a),2023.010,2023.030 FILED BY LODGEPOLE INVESTMENTS, LLC, 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
  Plaintiffs’ Motion for Sanctions Pursuant to CCP § 128(a), 2023.010, 2023.030, and 
2023.40 is DENIED.    

 
 It seems to the court that many, although not necessarily all, of the documents Mr. 
Barsky may have given to defendants would probably have been discoverable in this case 
anyway, had defendants requested them from plaintiffs directly.  That defendants may have 
produced the documents back to plaintiffs without redaction is not a significant problem 
until or unless someone attempts to file such unredacted documents in the court’s file.  So 
far no one has seen the documents but defendants and plaintiffs.  The court gives 
permission for plaintiffs to designate those documents as Confidential or ‘attorney eyes only’ 
and to subject  them to Protective Order entered in this case.  Plaintiffs are also free to seek 
an order from the bankruptcy court that Barsky is violating that court’s order and, if so, to 
prevent any further violations by him. 
 
 Were it interpreting the provisions of the settlement agreement, this court would 
conclude that Barsky agreed to keep confidential specified documents relating to plaintiffs 
and that Barsky could nevertheless use Confidential Information to the extent necessary to 
pursue or defend an action to which he was a party, not to pursue or defend an action to 
which his parents were a party.   Further, this court would be concerned if defendants’ 
attorneys were personally involved in causing or encouraging a violation of the settlement 
agreement, but it has no satisfactory proof of such involvement.  That being said, the 
parties and their attorneys are now aware of this court’s interpretation of the settlement 
agreement should this issue arise again regarding any conduct after the date of this order. 
 
 As for the claim of unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, or oppression, the court 
observes that parties commonly ask their opponents for documents they already have.  If it 
is oppressive, it is an oppressive tool available to both parties.   The Legislature recognizes 
that all discovery is burdensome.  It therefore provides remedies only to prohibit 
unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment and oppression.  See CCP § 2031.060 (b).  
Requesting documents of which one already has copies through another source is a means 
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of verifying the completeness of document productions and spotting any alteration of 
documents.   
 
 All requests for monetary sanctions are DENIED.  However, the court encourages 
better cooperation between the parties concerning discovery in the future, including give-
and-take meet and confer attempts, hopefully involving telephone calls or face-to-face 
meetings rather than just solely letters.  

  
12.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01130 
CASE NAME: DUNERWAY VS FARNHOLTZ 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR LIMIT SUBPOENA FILED BY ANITA 
FARNHOLTZ, WAYNE FARNHOLTZ, SPM PROPERTIES, INC. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The motion is granted as follows: the subpoenas are limited to documents related to the 
building in which plaintiffs’ units are located.  This limitation is particularly reasonable in 
light of the language quoted from Texas A&M Agrilife on page 2, lines 17-19, of the 
plaintiffs’ papers (and, although not the defendants’ first choice as a resolution of this 
dispute, nevertheless an acceptable choice per the defendants’ own papers).  
  
13.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01399 
CASE NAME: LEITE VS. FREITAS 
HEARING ON DEMURRER TO 2nd Amended CROSS COMPLAINT of FREITAS 
FILED BY STELLA F FROES, THAIS CHRISTINA LEITE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
The demurrer to the Second Amended Cross-Complaint is continued to July 8, 2016 to be 
heard with the motion to amend said Cross-Complaint.   

  
14.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01582 
CASE NAME: SAINIO VS. SAINIO 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS FILED BY 
VERLAINE L SAINIO 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Off-calendar at the request of the moving party. 
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15.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01900 
CASE NAME: JITODAI VS. CITIMORTGAGE 
HEARING ON JOINDER IN MAKOTO JITODAI'S MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE 
(FILED 05-19-16 BY JAMIE DANTZSCHER) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Continued by the court to June 17, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. 
 
  

  
16.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC15-01900 
CASE NAME: JITODAI VS. CITIMORTGAGE 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR CONSOLIDATE WITH C16-00453 AND RS-0226 
FILED BY MAKOTO JITODAI 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Continued by the court to June 17, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. 
 

  
17.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSC16-00453 
CASE NAME: JITODAI VS BAYPICK, LLC 
HEARING ON MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE FILED IN C15-01900 ( FILED 
05-19-16 BY MAKOTO JITODAI) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Continued by the court to June 17, 2016 at 9:00 a.m. 
 

  
18.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL08-07970 
CASE NAME: CAPITAL ONE VS. DAVIDSON 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR SET ASIDE & VACATE DEFAULT & JUDGMENT 
FILED BY CAPITAL ONE BANK (U.S.A.), N.A. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
There being no opposition, the motion is granted. The case is dismissed with prejudice, as 
requested.  
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19.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL15-03429 
CASE NAME: CAPITAL ONE VS LOERA 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS, PTS & 
AUTHORITIES FILED BY CAPITAL ONE BANK (USA), N.A. 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 There being no opposition, the motion is granted. 

  
20.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSL16-01209 
CASE NAME: MARIFAT FAMILY, LLC VS COTTON 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR REMOVE MECHANIC'S LIEN FILED BY MARIFAT 
FAMILY, LLC 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
There being no opposition, the motion is granted.  

  
21.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-0580 
CASE NAME: BLUE CROSS OF CALIFORNIA VS D. JOHN. R. 
HEARING ON MOTION TO/FOR FILE EXHIBIT 1 ( UNREDACTED ARBITRATION 
AWARD) & EXHIBIT 2 (CONFIDENTIAL REFERENCE LIST OF IDENTITIES) UNDER 
SEAL, FILED BY BLUE CROSS OF CALIFORNIA 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
There being no opposition, the motion is granted. 

  
22.  TIME:  9:00   CASE#: MSN16-0580 
CASE NAME: BLUE CROSS OF CALIFORNIA VS D. JOHN. R. 
HEARING ON PETITION TO CONFIRM CONTRACTUAL ARBITRATION AWARD,  
FILED BY BLUE CROSS OF CALIFORNIA 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
There being no opposition, the motion is granted. 
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23.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSL15-02349 
CASE NAME: PORTFOLIO VS. MORAN 
COURT TRIAL - SHORT CAUSE/ 002 DAY(S) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 Appear.  

  
24.  TIME: 10:00   CASE#: MSN16-0862 
CASE NAME: RIVERA VS CASKEY 
HEARING ON PETITION OF CHARLES RIVERA AND ISABELL RIVERA FOR 
ORDER AND JUDGMENT DECREEING PROPERTY RELEASED FROM CLAIM OF 
MECHANIC’S LIEN) 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
 
There being no opposition, the petition is granted. 
 
 
 
  
 25.  TIME: 9:01   CASE#: MSC14-01979 
CASE NAME: LODGEPOLE vs. KATS 
FURTHER CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appear – CourtCall OK for CMC only. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
26.  TIME: 10:01   CASE#: MSL15-00979 
CASE NAME: MIDLAND FUNDING vs. SANTAMARIA 
COURT TRIAL – SHORT CAUSE/0.5 DAYS 
* TENTATIVE RULING: * 
 
Appear. 
 
 
 

 


